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A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE _ 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 
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- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 1 33). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 
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1 )□ Responsive to communication{s) filed on . 

2a)S This action is FINAL. 2b)n This action is non-final. 

3) 0 Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1 935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 
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5) 0 Claim(s) is/are allowed. 
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Application Papers 

9) n The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)n The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)n accepted or b)n objected to by the Examiner. 
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1 !)□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 
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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
combination of Gaugham and US Patent 5,185,597 to Pappas et al. 

In reference to claims 1 and 3, Gaugham discloses a method for smoothing cursor 
movement (column 3, lines 64-65) where the pointing device receives a movement signal divides 
the signal into smaller, predetermined amounts, of movement signals (column 3, lines 60-64) and 
reports the smaller movement signals at dedicated reporting time (column 3, lines 30-36). It can 
be seen from figure 5 that the displacement data is given in two directions namely X and Y. 

Gaugham however, does not teach that the amount of time between reporting times is no 
larger than the refresh rate of the display. 



Pappas teaches in the background of the inventions section, in order remedy the flicker of the 
cursor, cursor data need be displayed in synchronism mth the refresh rate of the display system 
(column 2, lines 35-45). Therefore the information reporting time obviously would have to be 
shorter than the refresh rate. Inherently, information must be supplied prior to the use of the 



This claimed limitation is one that is obvious if no inherent to the cursor art. As 
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information, a fact that Gaugham is silent on. Without synchronizing the cursor and display 
refresh rates, a smooth cursor movement that Gaugham wishes to achieve would be impossible. 

In reference to claims 2, it can be seen from figure 5 that there are two reporting steps for 
the movement receiving step. 

In reference to claim 4, Gaugham does not explicitly state that the predetermined division 
of movements need to be at least three, however he does disclose a "smaller number" which does 
include three. As seen from figure 5, Gaugham does teach the divisions of two smaller 
movement divisions. It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art that understands the 
spirit of this invention to adopt a number of divisions where the movement of the cursor remains 
smooth. 

3. Claims 5, 6, and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gaugham in view of Pappas and further in view of US Patent 5,327,528 to Hidaka et al. 

In reference to claims 5, 6 and 8 Gaugham teaches that movements will be divided into 
smaller displacement movements (column 3, lines 61-62) but does not outline in detail the steps 
in producing the divisions. 

Despite Gaugham omission, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to 
understand how to divide a larger measurement into smaller measurements. As exemplified by 
Hidaka on column 3, lines 30-37 it can be seen that movement division algorithms are rather 
common and several dividing algorithms exist within the art. 

The limitations described in the claims resemble basic subtraction instructions that are 
commonly known and can be easily implemented by adding an arithmetic unit. 
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It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to implement the subtracting 
algorithm suggested by the applicant, as the algorithm is commonly known method of producing 
small divisions of larger values. 

Specifically with claim 8, Hidaka's division method does include a predefined value (n) 
and the first portion (1/n) is smaller than the subsequent (n-l/n) portion. 

Claims 23-27 and 29 are rejected on grounds presented in the rejection of claim 1 . As 
shown in column 3, lines 60-65 of Gaughan, it is apparent that Gaughan's invention partitions 
the movement into smaller sections. Gaughan does not specifically state that the partitions must 
be of the same size or different size, however as demonstrated by Hidaka, the partitions can be 
made in several different ways and sizes. 

As for claim 28, the claim is rejected on grounds similar to the one presented in the 
rejection of claim 1 . Gaughan, however does not explicitly state that a USB output be 
configured to output the second data. Gaughan's invention includes an IR receiver (item 34) that 
outputs the data to the processor (column 2, line 59) without specifying the connection. There is 
no disclosed criticality as to why the communication must be conducted through a USB 
connection. As ones skilled in the art understands, USB connections are commonly used to 
connect different peripheries to computer systems. It would have been obvious to one skilled in 
the art to use USB connections to promote transferability between systems. 

Response to Arguments 

4. Applicant's arguments filed 2/5/2004 have been fiiUy considered but they are not 
persuasive. The limitation of having the data presented in a time shorter than the refi-esh rate is a 
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fact that is very well known in the art that one might argue that such a limitation is obvious if not 
inherent to the mouse cursor art. Obviously, data must arrive before it can be properly displayed. 

Conclusion 

5. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ming-Hun Liu whose telephone number is 703-305-8488. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Steve Saras can be reached on 703-305-9720. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Ming-Hun Liu 




DENNIS-DOON CHOW 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 



